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ABSTRACT , F 
An attempt was made to see what effect implementation 
of ethical guidelines would have on cognitive and affective data 
collected in a classroom setting. A total of 126 graduate and 90 
undergraduate male and female subjects were assigned randomly to six 
treatment groups. The six groups were provided different levels of. 
inforgation on a continuum from no information go full. disclosure of 
the purpose and expectations of the. research. cores were taken on 
a cognitive task and an affective instrument. The data among all 
treatment groups yielded nonsignificant differences indicating no, 
treatmeht effects. This is contrary to much of the published 
literature. The data indicate that implementation of ethical 
guidelines in a,classroom setting may have no effect on the internal 
validity of siwilar research being conducted. (Author) ‘ 
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~ Introduction * 


Much of the evidence ay able: today indicates that a lack of internal. 


validity jn research can be i ! ‘buted to various forms of data bias (Rosenthal, 
1966; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969y"leber & Cook, 1972)., This research suqgests that 
7 variations in cues and infor sion supplied directly and/or {ndipeck ty to the 
subjects participating tye seerinent often may result in data bias, ‘hat is, 
the data results from. studies are inflated or deflated (changed) by lack, of 
cohtrol or lack of cae fsteney of control of extrancous vartables which result 


_ in data bias. 


ley XQ 
An area of data bias which has received little attention to date is that 


of how much information about the purpose of the regearch can be given by the: ‘ 
experimenter to Fadéarch subjects who serve as study particiapnts without 

- distorting the resesrach results. Most of the’ published research before 1973 

jn the areas of education and psychology has not reported what the subjects were 

told concerning the purpose ‘of the research in which they served as participants . 


(Dolly & ial 1974), th adoption of the American Psychological Association 


— ee CO 


has, however, eh ere some interest dnd concern in this area, Three of the 


ntne principles which are apeicants to the rabeaven purpoee information issue 


*" Principle 3: Ethical practice requires the investigator to . _ 
ty Inform the participant of all features of the research that . 
ee ay reasonably might be expected to influence willinaness to 

*" participate and to expldin all other aspects of the research 
“\¥ about which the participant inquires. Failure to make full 
-4. » ‘disclosure gives added emphasis to the investiaator's . 
ss °° pesponsibility to protect the welfare and dianity of the ~— ‘ 
v#el'y-, research participant (p. 29). 
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Principle 4: Openness and honesty are essential charagter-. 
Tstics of the. relationship between investigator and research 
participant, ‘then the methodological requirements of a study 
necessitate concealment or deception, the investiqator is 
required to ensure the participant's understanding of the 
reasons for this action and to restore the quality of the 
relationship with the investigator (p. 29), 


Principel 8; After the data are collected, ethical practice 
requires the investigator to provide the participant with a 
full clarification of the nature of the study and to remove 

‘\ any misconceptions that may have arisen.- where scientific 
or humane values justtfy delaying or withholding information, 
the investiaator acquires a special responsibility to assure 


ag ae are no damaging consequences f, participant 
p. 77 ° : a! ; 
Although the principles themselves indica researchers shoutd inform 


their, subjects, of the purposes and:content of the study in which the subjects: 
are to participate, a careful review of the APA Ethical Principles and especially 
the extended discussions of the principles revealed:that the amount of research 
purpose information provided to subjects should be based upon the invest ‘qator's 
judgment ati that this judgment should be checked by consultation with others. « 
However, the Ethical Principles do not discuss how the results of a study are 
affected by varying the amount of research purpose information providad to 
subjects. ; 

be and Cook (1972) and Orne (1962), along with a host of other re- 
searchers, maintain that full disclosure of the research purpose will result in 
biased data and contend that positive research purpose information appears to \ 
elicit more positive task performance than negative information. Additionally, 


authorities in the area of data bias, Rosenthal. and Rosnow (1969), have stated 


‘that, "While we emphatically insist that the use of deception does involve a 


moral cost, we equally insist that it might be necessary to pay this cost and 


‘ 
“ a 
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4 continue to use deception rather than to cease our research" (p. 50). 
' » AS a result of the adoption of the APA Ethical Principles, Resnick and 
: Schwartz (1973) conducted a study to investigate the artacts of research puis - 
information on task performance, In contrast to the findings obtained by Orne, 
Resnick and Schwartz, in their verbal-conditioning behavior mod{ficaiton 
experiment, found that subjects receiving full disclosure (ethical) group) of the 
research purpose felt that they had been deceived and responded neaatively to 
the verbal-conditioning task when compared with the no disclosure (nonethical) 
group, However, the Resnick and Sptwwnrten study was a laboratary experiment and 
utilized orily: two levels of research purpose information. The present research 
was primarily designed to examine the effects of six levels of written research 
: Purpose information on data gathered in a classroom setting, Student performance 
ue an scerittan affective and a written cognitive task was used to evaluate the 
results of the six levels of written information. 
Method . 
Subjects : / 
Two different samples were used in this study. One sample was comosed 
( of ondararaduate’ dunter level college students, and the other sample was com= az 
posed of graudate students. 
The iiareiracueta student sample consisted of college juniors enrolled in - 
all Education 300 level courses in the College of Education at the University of 
South Carolina (U.5.C.) during the summer of 1975, There were 60 females 
(approximately 10 per group) and 30 males (approximately 5 per group) in the 


undergraduate sample, The average age of the underaraduate subjects was 20 


years arid 5 months, 5 . 7 
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The gradugte student Sample for the study consisted of 126 graduate 
students. enrolled in Education 700, Methods and Materials of Research, courses ~ 
iw the College of Education - t U.S.C. during the summer of 1975, Education 790 
is a required course for all. graduate students at the masters deqree Tevel in 
the College of Educatton, The students in this course were’ selected because . 
they were felt to be representattve of the qraduate student population’ fn the 

' College of Education at U.S.C. There were 90 females (approxjnately 15 per 

i treatment group) and 36 males (approximately 6 per troatmant aroup) An the 
graduate sample. The average age of the qeadiate Students was 29 years and 4 
moneite ate 


AN subjects were randomly assigned .to one of the six lwiels of research: 


purpose information groups. 


Variables te 
\ The 4 independent t variable for the study was level of research purnasé: a 


. “Hntotttan: Six levels of research purpose information were used in this 

‘study. “these six levels were: (1) No Information, (2) Usual or Traditional | 
infoerattoe, (3) Paréial/Positive Information, (4) Partial /Negative Information, — |’ 
(5) Complete/Posittve Information, and (6) Complete/Negative Information, — |, 
Three researchers’ ranked the six Tevels of ereSearch mionke information ranging 
from Complete/Negative to. Complete/Positive as fol lows: (6) Complete/"eqative 

to (4) Partial Neqative to (1) Ho ‘Information to () Usual or Traditional 
Information: ‘to (3) Parttal/Positive to (5) Cimplete Positive As the feeeaen 


purpose information progresses along the continuum or ranae of levels, the, 


information in each successive level becomes more positive and less negat{ve. 


» 6 
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The information contained in each level follows: 
Level: 1: No Information 7 _* ” , 
Yastructionss Students are requested to compete the attached Question-" 
naire. All information: is cp NOUs 2% 


- Level 2: Usual or Traditional Info en =e ee roe : 


Instructions: ©. The faculty ‘in/ the Educational Research Department 1s ° 
collecting data on student characteristics for,a research project. - 
Therefore, we would appreciate. your completing the attached question- 
naire, All information is anonymous.°< 


-Level 3: Partial/Positive Information 


Instruc Prior studies have been conducted at ‘aver large 
universities to predict characteristics of educators, ‘Ye as hers 
. are interested in continuing these investigations because these findings 
. have been used for making decisions: about students that appear to us. 
to. be beneficial, Therefore, we would appreciate your-assisting us by 
completing the attached quest{onnaire, Al] ‘Anformation is anonymous. 


Level 4: Partial/Negative Information ° 


Instructions: » Prior studies have been canduitied at several. large uni- 

versities to predict characteristics of educators. We as researchers 

are anterested in continuing-these investigations because these. \ 
findings have been used for making decisfons about students that appear 
\ -'.. « to us to be detrimental. Therefore, :we would appreciate your assisting 


ro 


‘us by completing the attached \ amen All information is anony- 
mous. : : Oe a 
tevel 5: Conplete/Pos itive Information a ie J ¢ 4 
; * Instructions: Prior studies conducted at several large universities 
have indfeated that the attached questionnaire is ci in predicting = 
successful. and nonsuccessful educators, ‘The hypothesis for this study 


is: Students who are logical tend tobe more effective educators... 
_ than students who are not logical. As researchers we find these results 
ey, - to be useful in making decisions about students, Therefore, we would 
33 ’ appreciate your assisting us by or the attached questionnaire, 
AIT information is ANONYMOUS » : 


Level 6: _Complete/Negative Information | 


- Instructions: Prior studfes conducted at Several larae universities ~ 


es 


to 


m= 
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oh Sra 5 
2 an ‘have’ indicated shat the attached ustedes is useful in “pradicting - 
‘} cs successful and nonsuccessfuleducators. The hypothesis for this study 
+ 3." 4s3. There is ‘ho relationship between-scores on this test of logic.and: 
i} - :, $UcCess as educators, As researchers we do not find these results to . 
le, “. ‘be acéurate and believe that these findings are misused-in making de-.- 
sa +  " *. .eisions about students, Therefore, we would appreciate your assisting 

je ‘us in disproving these prior studies by completing the attached miele 

naire. All information is anonymous. 


The. dependent variables for, assessina the effects of research purpose 
_ information on’ task performance were student scores ‘pn an affective task and 
_student acores ¢ ona 1 cognitive logical task, task. 
The ‘affective task used was an adapted version for college students of 
. Scott's Academic. Self-Concept Scale (1975); This instrument was, desiqned to. 
measure self-concept: of acadentc ability or one's feelinas about ‘his acedentc 
capabilities, The ‘Cronbach’ $ alpha for the scale ts r=,92, - The results from 
this study on the 15-item multiple choice scale were "factor analyzed (principal 
_ components and varimax rotaéion), a}1 15 itéms loaded on one factor and were 
“retained for subsequent analyses, (See Appendix A for copy of self-concept, 
scale.) « . 
7 ‘The cognitive logical task consisted of’ 39 items that were riddie, novel, 
or logteat in nature and were written or adopted from various sources by the. . 
« three peaabuhines The task was designed. to’ measure coanitive loaical ability 
ie of Students. Although the fesearchers initially agreed that. the coqnitive logi- 
. cal task possessed logiéal dontant validity, an empirical validation of the 
instrument was necessary. The TSSA2 canned proaram which was originated at the 
# me University of Chicaao in 1972 was used for the item analysis. Based unon item 
ME difficulty, item.discrimination, and factor loading, twenty-five of the original 


“= "39 items were retained for subsequent statistical analyses of this study's . 
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results "for the cognitive loaical task. The reliability of the cognitive loai- 


“gal -task was, established by. the Kuder Richardson’ Formula 20 as being. .812 for 
“undergraduate students and .863 for graduate students, ° The results Substane 
ttated prior pilot, study results of the cognitive logical task. The questions 
on the cognitive - Joaica) task were open-ended. A written: set of instructions 
(or answers) was used for scoring, and each task was independently scored hy 
two researchers. Therefare, the data was codef in a reverse fashion, and the, 

score received indicates. the mean number of errors made by six treatment 
groups, | _ (See Appendix B for copy of the cognitive logical task.) - 
, A tionally, a three-item questionnaire was, written for the purnose . ‘of 
: collecting -d emographic c information on the students involved in the researgh ~ 
study. The four items on the questionnaire Pere: aqe, SOX, and educational . 
status. , 
Procedure ; 
The students in the — for oth. samples were randomly assiqned to” 
the six treatments (levels of research purpose inforamtion). ‘Eactt élagsroom 
jneeticine handed out the experimental packets and fol Towed __ standardized 
timed administration format for the administration of each of the two tasks. | 
Total time for experimental participation was approximatel / 30 minutes, Each 
‘student received an experimental packet which contained in order the followina: 
() an instruction sheet which contained one of the six levels of research 
purpose information’, (1) the affective task (academic self-concept scale,). 


(3) the cognitive logical task, and (4) the demographic information The. t 


experimental packets were also collected by the classroom instructors. 


a 
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“Statistical Design and Hypothesis y etee ‘©, ; 
The design for analyzing the continuum data was that of a Sinale Fact 
Fixed Model where © . : my 


- The continuum data for this study meet the assumptions of the Single 


Xyg uta + yy * 


Factor, Fixed Model and consist of: (1)-u, ‘an unknown constgnt | for all treat- 
ments. and for all subjects; (2) a, (treatment effects), a systematic fixed 
constant for atl subjects but may differ for ‘the various Tevels of the treat-- . 
ments: and (3) eye 2 random variable that is independent: of 7 and distributed 
as (0,02) within each treatment group. . Yo v7 
The following statistical nul hypotheses were established and tested: 
edd » Hypothesis 1: There wilt be“no significant mean differences in 
" undergraduate students! "scores onan affective task amonq the six 
levels Of research purpose information groups. 
Hy? Wg ™ M4 =m M5 ’ 
Hypothesis 2: There will be no sianificant mean differences in 
“graduate students' scores on an affective task among the six’ 
levels of research purpose information aroups. 
Hs Us _ 
Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant mean differences in 
undergraduate students’ scores on a cognitive logical task amonaq 


the six levels of research purpose information groups. 


My. = Up F Ug ® Ue 


Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant mean differences in. 


g 


10 


and the following results - -were found: 


of the ordered pairs of mean-comparisons, | 
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. graduate studenta® scores on a cognitive Toatcat. task among the 


six levels of research purpose information groups, ‘ 


Ho? Mg = Mg Hy Fey = Bg’ ™ Ug, fe - 


Results: 


“The four study hypotheses: were tested at the 05 level of confidence, 


Hypothesis 1: a * x < 


The results from the Newman-Keuls studenitized - ranae procedure 


. for Undergraduates on the Academic Self-Concept Scale across the six. ; 


Tevals of ‘research purpose information: are presented in Table 1, These 


results indicated that there were no significant differences -amona any 


‘ 


Insert Table I about here. 
a . 2 
As suggested by Games (1971) since no sfanificant ordered pair- 
wise differences were found in the results from the Newman-Keuls test, 


an overall analysis of variance \test was run at the .05 level. The 


' justification ofo following: the Newman-Keuls procedure with an overall 


F is that we do: not ‘know the power of the "lewman-Keuls test, and 


c any solution. for adequate.n must be based on the F test. -The Mean 


Square (MS) for Treatments (levéls of research purpose information) 
with 5 df “was 4.7311, and the '"'S Experimental Error with 84 ‘df was 
26.1508. The results from the F test indicated that there was no 


a ~~ 
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significant difference aiong the treatment means (F =..1807, p > 9673), 


The analysis of waerenee pnTETREtaN is presented in Table 2, 


. Insert Table 2 about here.” 


The means and standard deviations’ for the Undergraduate students 
on thé Academic Self-Concept Scale are presented in Table 3, 


! 


Insert Tahle 3 about here, 


Hypothesis 2: . . 

, Table’4 includes the results from the Newman-Keuls student ized 
range procedure for Graduates on the Academic Self-Concept Scale across 
“the six levels of research purpose information,’ These results demon- 
strated that there were no sianificant differences amona any of the 


; ; “Ws 
ordered pairs of treatment means, . 


Insert Table 4 about here. | 


An overall F test revealed that the MS for Treatments (levels of 
“research purpose information) with 5 df was 14,7571 and the MS Expert. 
mental Error with 120 df was 23.7995, The results from the F test indi- 

cated that there was no significant difference among the treatment means 


(F = 6224, Pp > .6856). The analysis of variarice information is 


12 
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" ‘presented in Table 5, 
Insert Tahle 5 about here, - 


The means and standard deviations for the Graduate students on 
the Academic Self-Concept are presented in Table 6, 


Insert*Table 6 about here. 


Hypothesis 3: a 

‘The results from the Newman-Keuls procedure for Underqradtuates 
on the Cognitive Logical Task across the six levels of research purpose 
information are presented in Table 7, These Hésults indicated that . 
there were no significant differences among of the ordered Jnean 


a. 


pairs. 


. 


Insert Table 7 about here, 


An overall F test was run. The MS for Treatments with 5 df was 
~« 
29.1200, and the MS Experimental Error with 84 df was 21. 9887, T 
results from the F test indicated that there was no sionificant dite 


ference among ‘the treatment means (F = 1.3245, p > 2508). The analysis 


of variance information 4s presented in Table 8. 


-- 
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Insert Table & about here, 


° 


The means and standard deviations for the Underaraduate students 
on the Connitive Logical. Task are presented in Table 9. 
—_ ‘ se 


- Insert Table ‘9 about here, 


~ 


A Se ~ 


tt 
Hypothesis 4: 
: Table 10 presents the results from the Newman-Keuls procedure 


we 


y — he for Graduates on the Coanitive Logical Task across the six levels of 
caer mers ee 9 / . 
~ 4 ot =" opesearch purpose. information, These findings indicated that, there 
re ‘a. 7 f. 
= ‘ a4 F were no stgntficant differences among any of the ordered pairs of 
.* tee tT, °F 
; At er treatment means. . 
Sa ' 5 ; ; “4 } 
me, 40. ai 6 : f ’ a eget ici eins 7 . . 
. ‘as ‘s a i | 
5 4 4 cs '~ Insert Table 10 about here. . ek. eae! 
an) ‘ MR P c. te hd a) 
Be Pt An overall F test indicated ne the MS for Treatments with 5° 
. y a e 
ei i df was'9.5746 and the MS Experimenta ) Error with 16 af was 32,3286, 
me, 
‘ iy The results trom she F test tndtenged that there was no significant, 
ey aad 
ey a “difference anong treatment means (F = 22962, p > .9137). The.analysis 
if 4 ; of. vartance information is- presented ih Table 11, a 
1" . a? Z é . # 
‘x! vt . a TS ; ‘ ‘ 
F M . Insert Table 11 about here. 
tas ; IR MS, AORION ERLE ise . 
we: : - 


| ; 
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,ot The means and standard deviations for the Graduate students on 
¥ Ee 
1 ne Cognitive Logical Task are presented in Table 1, 
i) Insert Table 12 wh here. ; } 
, iI | 
an 
Conclusfons 


Previous research studies ile 1962;  heautek & Schwartz, 1973; Weber 
& Cook, 1972) seem.to indicate that when research purpose information or hy- 


pothesis information ts provided the data wat) be hiased, Most of this - 


research, however, has been carried out in what might be termed laboratory 
settings, where the experimentér worked with one subject at a time or with 


% small groups of subjects. In thts type of settina, there may be a stronger 


tendency for oben. ies of research artifacts such as experimenter effects, 
evaluation apprehension, and: demand characteristics influencing. subject 
‘responses. However, the results from this study contradict thése previous 
findings." a 

The results from this research indicated that the level of research 
purpose information provided to students had no significant effects on under- 


graduate or graduate students’ performance on a written affective task. 


 . Additionally, the level -of research purpose information had no siqnificant 


effects on undergraduate or graduate students’ performances ona written, 

cognitive ee task, Based upon these results, the underaraduate and 

graduate students’ performances on thesé two tasks gppeared to be independent 
-of the #esearch purpose information provided to them. Therefore, apparently, 
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varying the amount of research purpose information provided to underqraduate 
and graduate stujects ina classroom setting does not tend to bias, the data. 

' obtained, is . arn ees . 
‘These results seem to indicate that under similar conditions and usin 
similar tasks full disclosure of the research purpose will not result in any 
significant change in data collected, The findings lend support to the imple- . 
mentation of ethical quidelines in classroom settinas. - The fact that the 
results of this study did.not indicate any data bias in a classroom setting | 
may be due to the lack of direct influence and individual contact between 
experimenters and subjects in the study. If subjects had — tested individ- 
ually or in small groups, as other researchers fale done (Oren, Rosenthal, 
“Weber & Cook, Resnick & Schwartz), the results may have been different. . 
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: Table 1 
Newman-Keuls Analysis for Undergraduates on Academic 
. . . 1 
: Self-Concept Scale 
" Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means a 
: 
t 
| vi "6: Tp Ty Yq Ts 
18,6000 19,2099 19,4090 =—-19, 4667 19,8000". 20,2667 
eee 
t. 1) * \6000 = ,8000 «8667. zm |g 6667. 
T, bd .2000 2667 6AM) 1.9667 
Ty 4 a ae .0667 = 40978667 
7 a .3333 .8000 
T : 4667 
§ o ° . 
T ; ° i 
1 eee. 
. Truncated range r 2 age 4. '§ 6 role 
- | Ggg(rs94) 2.8150 3.3800 3.7150 3.9509 41g 
‘ . * " 8 aes - : ; 
: @ 95 (7584) 4" "S/n 3.7169 = 4.6295 = 4.9053 5.2156 - - 5.4533 
am | ‘ 
MS, = 26.15079365 ve 623451 NS 
—_ ae ; 5 
n= 15— ' 
°. 7 . . . : + 
; RE, ogy ge kD 
18 we 
e . , 
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Table 2 
Mean Scores for Undergraduates .on Academic : 
Self-Concept Scale. . : 


- Treatment 9. Mean 5D 


—— 

a che SF 20.266667 . 6419464 
2 : 19,2000 . : 5.073742 
3 19.490090 + 44747932 | 
4 19.466667 3.758166 
5 1.890009 - 4.126569 
6 


18600900 6.021399 


i é | f \ 
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Table 3 
‘ , Analysis of Variance for Undergraduates _ 
on Academic Self-Concept Scale 
ee ee ey 
Source df SS MS _ pF A 
Treatments | 5 . 23,65555556 4,73111111 18092-9673» * | 
T e. 4 r +o 
Experimental . : : ; 
Error : 84 2220. 32222222 26. 15079365 
2° ° 
° oe 
+S 
' : ; 
”~ = 
h 
- a.- 
% ' " a é 
a : 4 
s ‘ 7 20 
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Table 4 
Newman-Keuls Analysts for Graduates on Academic 


‘Sel f-Concept Scale 


Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means 


%  . % T ny 5 i 
17.0962 17.3819 17,4762 18,1995. 18,9524 * 19,476 
a a 
? * s . . ‘ . ‘. . ‘ 
mar + (02358 = 3810 1,0953 1.8572 1,958 
% _ "0952 8085 —1,5718 = 1,6667 
ty . 7143. «1,4762° 11,5714 
a? as 476198571 : 
oy 0952 1 
¥ & 
1 — 
7 - * teuncated range r 2 3 4 eg Oe ; 
: qgg(*s120) 2.8000 3,380. -3,6900 «3.0209. -AvnnN "a 
+ Qgg(ts120) J MSe/n 2.9744 3.5693 3.9199 418d2 43558 | 
MS. © 23,70952381 -321564 “| 
: n= 2l i a yo - | 
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Os foe aye - Table 5 
! Analysis of Vartance for Graduates 4 
on Academic Self-Concept Scale a oe 
‘ - ‘ 
-Source df $s. Ms F pF 
. es Ld oa ‘ 
-° Treatments. -«§-——«—s«73278571429 = s-14.75714286 «62241. 656 
Experimental . : i‘ 
Error , 120 2845. 14285714 23.70952381 . 
7 be . 
2 4 : ed 
pearl aca : 
sm 22 
7m ie: Ps 
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7 ; 7 Table 6 
“Mean Scores for Graduates on Academic 
= Self-Concept Scale 
Treatment Nean ory 3 74 
—.e F 
, 1 17.476190 4.178744 ro ee 
2 17,389952 «4, 375799 mee ee 
: i 17.095238 5.233591 poe 
eh We 19.947619 5.152438 
| a 18, 190476 5.134485 9 3 
6 18,952381 5.034642 9 
n= 21 
4 ‘ 
> 4 f . : 
Meg 
sag 
23 | lots 
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Table 7 
Newman-Keuls Analysis for Underqraduates 
.on Cognitive Logical Task 
Ordered’ Pairs of Treatment Means 
1° % “Ay, 6 5 " 

17,1333 16,9333 16,8000 15.2000 15,1333 13, 6n00 
.2000 »=«.3333.S«i1,9333 2.0000 «3, 5333 
.1333\ 1.7333. -1,8009 3,333 
1,60) 1.6667 3.2000 
1.6009 
1,5333 


Truncated range r 


© as 


§ q gg("o84) 2.8150 3.3899 = -3,7150 / 3.9500 4,130 


Qgg(rs84)d “S,/n 3.4081 4.0922 4,4978 4.7823 


MS, # 2.857129 fi 
ns As ere 4: 


7 


i. NOTE: “The abave means. indicate the mean hehe of incorrect responses 
Por made by ail treatment sili 
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Table 8°) 
Analysis of Variance for Underaraduates 
on Cognitive Lonical Task 
' - 
Source df SS | MS Fo opr 


a RR A RR RR A 
‘ * 
+ 


Treatments 5 — 145,60000990 29.12000000. = «1.3245 =. 2609, 
Experimental ; , ” 
Error 84 ,. 1846,80009000 21,98571429 , 
t NOTE: The above means indicate the mean number af incorrect responses feels by " 


. each Vieatnens group. 
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; Table 9 
wifes «=? ~~ Mean Scores for Undergraduates on 
ge J Cognitive Logical ‘Task 


Tidatment a FN Mean e PY ; -. ‘SD } Bk ae 


1 ~9.747,133333 3.983681 as 


responses made by each treatment group. © 


4 


2 1360000 4.919630. . 
, a 46,8000, 0. 4.678217 . 

4 pe *y6r93%03° He 3 8687915: 
5 15,13339 8373978.» 

a 6 18.2000 oe 4985770 

SS ee, 

n 2 15° "ae ri 

ro _. ’, NOTE: The above scinire indicate the nean number of incorrect 


: ‘ 
P J 

* * J 

» x ; e . . ‘ 

o . : } | = << 
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. ; . 7 ‘8 : : 
. ’ a e 


Table 10 7 a 
Hewman-Keuls Analysis for Graduates on . , | oy 
ya ; . . Cognitive Logical Task ge 
° * ' 
T T5 1, ty ‘% T, | Ty 
16.8571 15.8571 15,6667 15.4762 15,4286 : 14,8995 . 
. ee 
a inh riig i c a pi —— . * t in id 
Ts ‘ ‘1.0000 ~ T9081. 3899 BEBE BQN rn 
% ao 7419083809285 10876 
a: ie oo, 1995 2381 8572” 
( ', 2 ; J 476 6667 
', : oe 6191 
e Ty aa / . 
F aad ’ e 
Truncated range r 2 3 > § 6 
P . 
9, 95("+120) 2.8000 3.3690 3.6900 3.9200 4.1090 - 
; t , 
. —_—_—_—_— , . ‘ . e e 
@.95(F+120) J MS_/n 3.4740 4.1688 4.5782 4.8635. 5.0869 , 
MS, = 32,32887143 cS 465123 5 ¢ 
d 
n* 21 ; ‘ . . * 
d e 
. NOTE: The above means indicate the mean + iamliee of incorrect responses , 
o « made by each treatment group, ! 
a 
e 
an . 
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Table t1 


- 


Analysts of Variance for Graduates 
on Cognitive Logical Task 


Source df ss ~ MS F pF 
Treatments ‘54787301587 = 957469317 29617 + 9137 
Experimental = - ; 

2 -Error 120 —- 387942857143: 32,32857143 


. NOTE: The above means indicate the | mean number of incorrect responses ai by 
each treatment group. l 
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| Table 12 
. Mean Sceres for Graduates on 
Cognitive Logical Task 


y 
Treatment . Mean sn 
en ncn 
sniemhaattiahen depletes caemeniaediedaneae aiteiat SE _15.666667 4.374167 
2 15,428571 5.626468 
a 3 14809524 6.590916. 
4 ’ 15,476190 7.040022 ~ ° 
5 16857143" 4.693460 : 
6 15.857143 5.315586 
r 5 * - 
ne 2l sa 
NOTE: The above means indicate the mean number of incorrect 
responses made by each treatment group..- , 
sy , a: 
~- ° \ a 
; ra . ‘ 
4 , *. 
ey 29 
a 
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APPENDIX A 


Scott's Academic Self-Concept Scale 


Directions: The statements below .are about your course work in oeneral, 
ease indicate on your answer sheet the number in front of each statement 
that seems to be the most like your opinion. Note that hecause this i$ simply .- 
a questionnaire, there are no “better” or “best” statements. It {fs only 
your opinfon that is important, ; . : 


1, When I compare this.class with other classes, I think that it is probably 
0) a very smart class . 
(1) one of the smartest Classes; ; - . nentecniinostansniins 
smart . . 
3) average, / 
+(4) dumb. 


apne recs Me 109 me athe oo 


2. Compared to the other students in my courses, I am probably 
0) the smartest 
1) one of the smartest 
2) smart 
3) average 
4) dumb 


- I think that I have the ability to oe course work that {s 
0) excellent 

1) good . 

2 

3 


-& 


fair 
poor 


4. Whena course {s boring, I usually 
0) make myself listen carefully anyway 
(1) V1sten for something important 
e 2) think about other things 
3 3) rest my mind 


5. The Grades that I get in my courses aenerally show me 

how smart I am 

how hard I studied 

how much I don't know 

how hard I need to study * 

not much of anything ; e 


2wnre oO 
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rofassors usually think that I am 

the smartest person in the class oe 

one of the smartest in the -class ; ’ 

smart 

average - : ; : ® 
dumb : : 


Rone oe 


7. "I believe that my course work is o 
generally worth thinking about : 

usually worth thinking about’ 

sometimes worth thinking about 

rarely worth thinking about 

not important enough to think about 


At fami] expects, my school work « tote : : 
4 b mostly A's ; “orcas 


Pwr o 


A's and B's 
2)mostly C's 
ny fanTy-doesn' t have any set expectations 


9 The grades that I get in college are 
0) very important 
1) important 
" 2) sort of important 
: 3) not worth worrying about 


10. I usually try to get grades that are- . 
0) mostly A's é P 
1) A's and 8's : 
2) mostly C's 
3) I dont!” try to get any particuler acide, 


11, In-my course work,.it is important to me to 
0) really know the material well, no matter how long it takes me 
1) spend enough time to know the “material fairly well 
2) know the material enough to get through as quickly as F can ~. 
3) get my work finished as quickly as I can : 


a » 12, Because of the way that I act in class, most of the other students 
. think that I am 3 . 
9) the smartest person in the class & 
1) one of the smartset in the class 
2) smart 
3) average 
1(4) dumb = 
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13, I would grade my course work in qeneral as 


14, 


0) outstanding 
1) good 


2) below average 
3) failing 


When I think about college life in qeneral — 
0) my course work is the most important thing, — 
1) my course work {is important along with other things 


2) my course work is not as important as some other thinnos 
3) my course work doesn't matter at all. 


15. If I don't’do as well 4 


1) bad 
2) sart of bad 
3) not bad at al? 


n'my courses as I think I should, I usually feel 
0 terrible- - - muwus ~ —— . = . - sensing 


so ngrentesnnel ie 


* 
: 
on ieee rR 
. 


ey was! 
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| a ~ APPENDIX 8 Fa. 
. ; Cognitive Loaical Task. : : c 
Directions: All the following questiona are ‘logical ‘and have lonicat answers, 
1 panes is the voting age for federal elections in the United States of ; 
2. Hhere {s Argentina? ; 
3, What. 1s opposite of south? os _ pe ey " 
_ 4, Why do we celebrate the 4th of July? oe / 
secteritnnonennsnternensiscn Sym NOMe & play-written by. Shakespeare, poe ano oeretemetoetn pnaesttenemntnethneaneinaeneynetasecterastt em 
* 6, Who was Confuscious? : 
= 7. Who wrote Tom Sawyer? : a 
8. What is the square of a number?’ : 
9, I went to bed at 8 o'clock in the evening and set the alarm to get up 
at 9 jn the morning, How many hours of sleep would this allow me? 
10. Divide 30 by %. Add ten. What is the answer? 
/ ne ‘How many animals of each species did Moses take aboard the ark? . = | 
12. How many birthdays does the average man have? 
13, Do they-have a 4th of July in Enoland? SN ie 
14. Take two apples from three apples, Bs what do you have? * 
15, What is the total of the nine numbers between and 10? 
16. How far can a horse walk with a.50-foot rope tied around his neck?: 
- 17, Two mothers were walking down a sidewaTk, | Each had their. 
daughter with her. While walking they met an old friend who cave che 
three oranges. How did they divid the three oranges between them 
without so much as cutting an orange? 
18, In the space provided on your answer sheet, print a lower case (small 


letter) I with a dot over it. 


19, 
20. 


If you throw the dice and "7" 4s showing on top, what {is facing down?. 


How much 1s three plus three plus three times three times zero? 


. ° 
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Some months have thirty days s some Jae ‘thirtyrones How many months 
have twenty-eight days? : 


If a doctor qave you three pills and told you to take one every half- 
hour, how long would they last? ; 


How far can'a-dog run into the woods? . Paes 


What are four words that appear on every denomination of U.S. coins? 


T have in my hand two U.S. coins-which total 55 cents in value. "ne fs 
not a nickel. Please keep that in mind. What are the coins? 


A man builds a house with four sides to it. Jt is rectapaular in shape. 


Each side-has a southern exposure, . A a bear came wandering ie What 
color_is the bear? ; oa eer 


eng omeatanphacetinin open etonarheaanrtrwectinencniaslieserttteeer 


A woman gives a beggar 50 cents. The woman is the beagar' $ sister. 
The beggar is not, the woman's brother. How come? 


Nhat is the maximum number of active baseball players on the field : iad 
during any ‘part of the game? : 


Two men play decees, They played 5 qames, and each man won the same _ 
number of games. How can you figure this? . ™ ’ 


Is it legal in South Carolina for a man to marry his widow's sister? 
If you had only gpe match and entered a room in which there were a 
kerosene lamp, an of] burner, and a wood Parnes stove, which would 
you High first? 


can't a man living in Winston-Salem, ".C, be burfed west of the 
Mississippi River? ; 


A farmer had 17 sheep, All but 9 died, How many did he have left? 


An archaeologist claimed Ro, he found some gold coins dated 4 B.C, 
Do you think that he did? 


Where is New Caladonia? 


How many inches are there fn a meter? 


Define anthropology. g 
Define autarchy. 
Define suttee. 7 / 
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